The paper also examines the consequences of subject-relatedness in morphological description. This is the main objective of the paper, even if the question of word-class identification or, more precisely, whether the units under study belong to a categorial prototype, to a shared categorial space between two classes, or to one or the other class unequivocally underlies the whole paper. In view of this objective, which of the theoretical approaches is used (e.g. with or without categorial relativism, adjectives and adverbs as one or as two categories) is not a central issue and the domain of the paper presented above as categorial space could be replaced by change of word-class or change of syntactic category between two (sub-)classes.
The paper first reviews the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs briefly (section 2), then focuses on subject-relatedness in '-ly' words (section 3), and finally discusses its consequences in terms of English word-classes and its implications in English morphology (section 4).
The categorial space between adjectives and adverbs
The term 'categorial space' describes the focus of the paper with a term used by Givón (1993) in his prototype-based description of word-classes in English. In this framework, word-classes are defined with reference to a prototype or standard, i.e. to the words that display the morphological, syntactic and semantic features that set the standard for identification of words as members of any given category (for an overview of the notion of categorial prototypicality, cf. Givón 1993: 51-53 ; for a deeper review, cf . Newmeyer 1998; Aarts 2007: 87 et passim, and Rauh 2010: 313-321) .
As words display fewer of those properties and take on others of other wordclasses, they diverge from the standard along a categorial continuum and towards the standard of a different word-class and, as a result, into the categorial space where the members of those other word-classes in turn take on properties that deviate from their standards (cf. Bauer 2005) . As summarized by an anonymous reviewer, the term 'categorial space' thus refers to '[…] the fact that lexical categories generally form a spectrum'. Admittedly ' […] there are not two categories of lexical items that belong to the categorial space or fall outside it, all members of lexical categories form a spectrum'. The categorial space is represented below as an intermediate space where words may arrange themselves according to how prototypical properties of categories apply in them, and how close to those categories is each of the behaviours described. The concept of categorial space is also in Lakoff's (1987 , cited in Newmeyer 1998 and in Aarts' (2007) descriptions of grammatical categories as graded structures with inherent degrees of membership.
Categorial spaces are fuzzy areas where classification is by definition not without difficulty, whether it involves word-class, syntactic function and/or any other type of category in general, and whether degrees of membership are defined in terms of family resemblance or prototypicality (cf. Heine 1993 , cited in Newmeyer 1998 ; for a detailed description in English word-classes, cf. Aarts 2007: 124 et passim; for a summarized review, cf. Rauh 2010: 396-398) . This categorial relativism has been contested, e.g. in Newmeyer (1998) on syntactic categories and word-classes and in Baker (2003) on word-classes, where it is argued that use of one major criterion for word-class identification (syntax), successfully produces at least three distinct classes (noun, verb and adjective) , also in such a difficult area as cross-linguistic research.
The categorial space between adjectives and adverbs has also been described as an 'interface between adjectives and adverbs ' (cf. Hummel 2014) . This is a different name for the contact points between members of the two categories on every level where each of them realizes syntactic functions. The contact points are usually considered to arise from the divergence between the forms usually associated with a given function or set of functions for each word-class (or, conversely, from a function realized by a form that is not its usual realization). Thus, the divergence or the lack of correspondence between the forms of adjectives and adverbs and their respective functional potentials usually manifests itself in the occurrence or not of characteristic word-class morphology in specific functions. As adjectives and adverbs share their inflectional potential, the morphological contrast typically comes down to the occurrence or not of the deadjectival adverbial suffix '-ly'.
The summary of the combinatorial possibilities of this divergence can be arranged by the forms or by the syntactic functions involved. Although present in English '-ly' adverbs … 81 most general grammars of English (for a review, cf. Valera 1996) , the most systematic review is probably Quirk et al.'s (1985) description of the wordclasses adjective and adverb, where the points of contact of the two categories can be summarized in terms of three main morphological types, of which only two are relevant here:
Morphologically simple (unmarked) units that have access to syntactic functions of the two categories at clause and at phrase level, and are formally identical in both. Some of these units have a morphologically marked counterpart that they may use (5), 3 some do not (6).
(5) We are not disturbed by slowness, for what goes slow can run deep. (6) It is something I've been working hard to improve.
ii) Morphologically complex (marked) units that have access to syntactic functions of the two categories at clause and at phrase level and are formally identical in both. Some of these units have a morphologically unmarked counterpart that they may use (5), some do not (7).
It is due to reach our screens early next year.
It is important to note that the above summary leaves out 'a-' units, which are also discussed in Quirk et al. (1985) . This is omitted above, because 'a-' units do not involve any points of contact between the two categories under discussion. If anything, they are a formal class bound by the initial 'a-'. Formal coincidence does not however form a morphologically relevant class, especially in these words, where considerable morphological, syntactic and semantic variation exists between the 'a-' words, and where 'a-' can be traced back to a limited but varied number of well-known unrelated origins. The initial element 'a-' is morphologically irrelevant in synchronic word-formation and cannot be understood as a prefix. More importantly, the words where the initial 'a-' occurs perform syntactic functions associated with only one word-class. Where one and the same form appears to perform syntactic functions ascribed to the category adjective and also to the category adverb, as in (8) and (9) below, it does so as the result of a set of specific processes that entail lexical change and where a contrast between literal and figurative meaning exists, i.e. cases that must be treated lexically (cf. similarly Jespersen 1909 -1949 Quirk et al. 1985 : 733 or Giegerich 2012 . (8) a. If the vessel is damaged afloat when it should be laid-up ashore then no cover will operate. b. Much refreshed, and afloat in the deep tranquillity of calm after storm, Rainbow returns to her aunt's hotel. (9) a. He said he hoped they had laid the foundations for peace -but admitted obstacles could lie ahead. b. However, there are fears that transport congestion, environmental damage and other symptoms of over-development in the south east may prove a positive disincentive to growth once the Tunnel is opened, and that the main beneficiary will be the Nord Pas de Calais region, especially as French companies seem to be ahead of their British counterparts in planning for the future.
Explanations of any 'a-' words in adjectival functions (predicative position, attributive position and/or in postpositive position) and in adverbial functions (adverbial, premodifier in adjective, adverb and prepositional phrases) are available in the literature and confirm their status as belonging to either one or the other, but not as members of the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs according to their common morphology, syntax or semantics (cf. Valera 1996; Payne et al. 2010) . A potential argument for the hybrid status of 'a-' units is thus originally based on Quirk et al.'s (1985: 408-409) listing these units in the same section, like types i) and ii) above, as regards homomorphy (cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 404-405 and 408-409) . The concept homomorphy is, however, not fully justified in 'a-' units, if homomorphy is conceived of as the relation that exists between conversion-related pairs of words, as in most other cases where homomorphy is described in Quirk et al. (1985) . The implicit gradient between 'a-' adjectives and adverbs is therefore more apparent than real, and does not necessarily mean the existence of word-class hybrids, or of words in the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs (cf. other instances where Quirk et al. 1985: 444-445 propose hybrid classes explicitly, e.g. their 'prepositional adverbs'). This is because hybrid status can only be sustained here in terms of a shared initial letter, when in fact such a status must rely on attestation not only of formal identity but also of access to functions of two word-classes.
In the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs, the focus is thus usually on the occurrence or not of '-ly' with respect to the two syntactic functions that are considered most distinctive of each of the two word-classes: predicative and adverbial. The focus is, in the first place, on words without '-ly' that perform the functions usually associated with '-ly' words, i.e. adverbial (cf. Valera 1996; Giegerich 2012; Hummel 2014) . Again, the reasons for the realization of adverbial functional potential by unmarked (i.e. without '-ly' affix) forms have been described in the literature. Leaving aside peculiarities specific to certain registers (e.g. shorter unmarked forms in informal registers, for a review, cf. Giegerich 2012: 343 et passim), the reasons range from diachronic leveling to conversion (for a review, cf. Valera 1996) .
The opposite case, i.e. '-ly' words that perform functions usually associated with the absence of '-ly', i.e. predicative function, seems to be limited to '-ly' adjectives in the literature. This behaviour has also been described in the literature, specifically as the result of diachronic leveling of Old English '-līc' adjectives and their corresponding adverbs derived by suffixation of '-e' (for a review, cf. Jespersen 1922: 377; Nist 1966 : 190-191 or Guimier 1985 all cited in Valera 1996) . To the best of my knowledge, no further reasons have been adduced in the literature. The sources for the realization of syntactic functions associated with the category adjective by '-ly' forms therefore have a much narrower range than their counterparts without '-ly'.
Remarkably, Payne et al. (2010) have recently described another structure in which '-ly' words modify nouns (e.g. '[…] the use temporarily of Australian troops […]'), and which is considered of special interest for its relevance in the association between morphological class and syntactic function or, in general, in the description of the word-classes adjective and adverb. This paper is analogous to that one in that it discusses a similar case, i.e. '-ly' words that perform a function usually ascribed to the category adjective, and its influence on wordclasses. Unlike Payne et al. (2010) , this paper examines '-ly' words in a predicative, not an attributive structure, and the main objective is the implications of these structures for English morphology. Thus, the focus of the following sections is represented in Figure 1 as the shared ground or the interface between two categories, whether they are syntactic (predicative vs. adverbial) or wordclasses (adjective vs. adverb), realized by '-ly' words, its sources (outside the cases that can be referred to '-līc' adjectives) and its morphological consequences. Figure 1 . A representation of the gradient between predicative and adverbial in English '-ly' words based on Givón's (1993) representation of spaces between categories 3. Subject-orientation and subject-relatedness in English '-ly' adverbs 3.1. Subject-orientation
↓ ↓
When the necessary conditions are in place, '-ly' adverbs may take on subject orientation (for a review, cf. Díaz-Negrillo 2014; cf. also Hummel 2000: 111-122) . The term 'orientation' alludes to a dual reference, such that an '-ly' adverb contributes a circumstance of the predication (adjunct in Quirk et al. 1985) or a framework of reference for the predication (disjunct, in the same theoretical framework), but it predicates of the subject too as predicative complements do.
4
To use terms associated with the categories adjective and adverb, as in Hengeveld (1992 : 37, cited in Rauh 2010 , this dual function can also be termed as modification of a nominal head as well as of a non-nominal head, respectively.
Subject-orientation may manifest itself at clause level, as in (3) and (4) above, and also at phrase level, when the '-ly' adverb premodifies a premodifier of the noun towards which the adverb then becomes oriented, i.e. the adverb modifies both the adjectival modifier and the nominal referent, as in (10) and (11), or both the modifier and the superordinate nominal head of the phrase, as in (12) and (13) The conditions for subject orientation were originally defined for French as lexical compatibility between the adjectival base of the '-ly' adverb and position of the '-ly' adverb near the subject (Guimier 1991) . In principle, these conditions apply equally well to English, but in the two languages they are not entirely clear. These conditions have been reduced to just lexical compatibility, at least for English (Valera 1998) .
The relevant aspect of subject-oriented adverbs here is that they realize the function adverbial but also predicate of a nominal head as in a predicative pattern, i.e. they fall away from the prototypical syntactic category adverbial, closer to the syntactic category predicative and, as a result, partly into the cate-gorial space shared with adjectives, because these words predicate of a nominal head. In this respect, they can be viewed as the '-ly' counterparts of '-ly' unmarked units that perform the function described by Allerton (1982) as 'subject adjuncts' or as 'object adjuncts': adjectival realizations of a function whereby predication of a nominal head as in a copulative structure goes along with the expression of an adverbial circumstance as in an adverbial adjunct (e.g. He arrived sober, She found him unconscious, both in Allerton 1982: 85-86; cf. also Matthews 1980 or Payne et al. 2010 ; for a similar account in Spanish, cf., among others, Bartra & Suñer 1997; Luján 1980; Hummel 2000 and or Di Tullio & Suñer 2011) . The position of subject and object adjuncts in the gradient between predicative and adverbial is represented in Figure 2 .
Figure 2. A representation of the gradient between predicative and adverbial in English '-ly' words with indication of the main properties of subject and object adjuncts, based on Givón's (1993) representation of spaces between categories and on Allerton (1982) Unlike Allerton (1982), Hummel (2000: 112 et passim) views the predication of subject adjuncts as a pragmatic implication at a secondary level with respect to the primary adverbial function. In the view presented here, the predication ('attribution' in Hummel 2000) and the adverbial, which are both encapsulated in the functions subject adjunct and object adjunct, are on a par and are simultaneous arguments. In other words, the predication of a subject adjunct is at the same level as the predication of a subject complement, except that the copulative verb is not explicit (even if it is recoverable and the result is not unacceptable). 5 Hummel (2000: 113) views subject-orientation of '-ly' adverbs as a secondary effect, and one that is similar to the secondary predication of subject adjuncts and object adjuncts. In fact, Hummel interprets '-ly'-marked words as counterparts for the '-ly'-unmarked words that have been described here as subject-adjuncts. While this paper may not agree entirely with Hummel (2000) on that point or on the essentials of subject adjuncts and object adjuncts, because the standpoint here is closer to Allerton's (1982; see above), it agrees on a key question: the orientation of '-ly'-marked words is a side effect (see 3.2).
The reasons why each of these two cases, subject adjuncts or object adjuncts and subject-oriented adverbs, deviate from the standard are primarily syntactic and syntactico-lexical, respectively. These two cases deviate from the prototypical syntactic function associated with the categories adjective and adverb, but they do not deviate (or not relevantly) from the prototype of their respective word-classes, because the prototypical functions associated with adjectives and adverbs in these types of cases remain, and it can be said that the adjectives and adverbs that present these profiles are still within their prototypical functional potentials (predicative and adverbial, respectively). The arrangement of these units in the 'correspond' space between the prototypical syntactic behaviour of the word-classes adjective and adverb is only marginal, and can be justified only on the grounds of the conflation of two different functions, one of each word-class, in one and the same form. As the syntactic processes responsible for the conflation can be identified (syntactic and lexical, respectively), and the syntactic functions of each class remain, this adds little 'orrespond' indeterminacy to the description, if at all. Therefore, these units do not become lexicalized as members of the other word-class or even as syntactic hybrids. The access to the function of a different word-class is an apparent effect of a syntactic structure or a lexical make-up, i.e. the syntactic structure and the lexical make-up does not have an influence as regards word-classes, and word-class membership is still clear. If anything, these cases bear witness to the lack of complete correspondence between word-classes and syntactic classes, i.e. to the fact that they are two different types of classifications that do not always show clear-cut cases (for a summarized review, cf. Rauh 2010: 209-210, 395) .
In a primarily syntactic description where word-classes are defined by function, as in a position like the one mentioned above as defended by Baker (2003) , these units could be presented as members of either category (primarily adjectives because they predicate of a nominal head or primarily adverbs because they are adverbials, according to which of the two functions is considered to be the main one, if any one of them is). If a conceptual space is allowed between categories, they could be considered members of a third class and perform a different syntactic function, because the functions in question display properties that are different from the properties of subject complements and different from the properties of adverbials. No such intermediate category is presented in Baker (2003) or in the main descriptions of word-classes in English, and these units are described closer to the prototype or outside the 'categorial space' or 'interface' between categories for the reasons presented in the paragraph above.
Subject-relatedness
The term 'subject-relatedness' has recently been used for the description where a subject-oriented '-ly' adverb no longer performs the syntactic function adverbial and retains only the predicative function (Díaz-Negrillo 2014). In principle, this is not allowed by the natural expectations of the functional potential of '-ly' words, except where the suffix is the present-day counterpart of Old English '-līc' (cf. Payne et al. 2010: 31-36 on the terms of the so-called complementarity claim). Predicative elements of the type subject complement or object complement (to a lesser extent, and according to the reference of the verb, also subject adjunct or object adjunct) and subject-related adverbs have the same type of reference, except for the realization by a word with the affix '-ly' in the latter case. The contrast is thus in the morphology and partly also in the distribution, because the '-ly'-marked forms appear to occur mainly in one type of register 6 . Otherwise the structures appear to be (near) synonymous: 6 81.5% of the cases recorded for the units listed in Table 1 occur in the register W_fict_prose, 4.6% in W_fict_poetry, in W_misc and in W_pop_lore each, and 1.5% in W_non_ac_humanities_arts, in W_non_ac_nat_science, in W_non_ac_soc_science, and in W_biography. As pointed out by Hummel (pers. com. 2014) , this seems to be determined by register, which is in line with the observation that productivity can be largely conditioned by such variables as register or domain (cf. Bauer 2014 By contrast, subject-relatedness is primarily a lexical effect caused by the semantic compatibility between the adjectival base of the '-ly' word and a nominal head on the one hand, and the lack of semantic compatibility between the predicator and the '-ly' word on the other: In this case, subject-relatedness does not justify classification of the '-ly' word as a different word-class, because subject-relatedness depends on the predicators the '-ly' word may combine with. This behaviour is also different from cases where the '-ly' word has become partly grammaticalized as an intensifier (similarly with 'awfully'), as in (20), and also from those cases where the '-ly' word has developed a figurative sense, as in (21) Only an occasional great congress or conference -such as that of Berlin in 1878 -brought momentarily into existence something palely anticipating the 'summit' diplomacy of the twentieth century, and even then the major decisions tended to be made before the great men met. (13) He was lying down now and his face shone palely out of the gloom of the lower bunk like that of some animal in its hole.
Adverbial > [His face shone in a pale manner.] Predicative > [His face was pale and it shone.] (14)
The problem is that whatever I consume greenly or ungreenly constitutes a bite out of the earth's resources. (15) The hot sun fell between the buildings throwing great shadows, the trees dotted along the road waved greenly reminding Emily of home.
However, some '-ly' words display subject-relatedness regardless of which predicators they combine with. The specifications of this group of '-ly' words are still unclear, but they frequently denote colours similarly as the '-ly' adjectives described by Payne et al. (2010: 44 et (21) and (23) (21) and (23) 7 ); secondly, the structure that they illustrate and its morphological interpretations (see section 4); finally, because, unlike other similar cases, they involve colour adjectives when precisely colour adjectives have been considered prototypical adjec- tives (Dixon 1977) . If, e.g. blackly, greenly, redly or whitely in any of the subject-related examples cited above are accepted as syntactic and semantic adjectives, then there is only the argument of the form with the '-ly' suffix to consider them adverbs. However, occurrence of this suffix does not seem a definitive word-class property compared with the function and the meaning, which in turn means that '-ly' may occur in central adjectives, with the implications that this may have as regards these word-classes and the value of '-ly'.
But what really matters at this point is that, in the examples presented in this section, subject-relatedness is an inherent property rather than a lexical effect of the lack (or not) of semantic compatibility in a given combination. In the two cases, the lack of compatibility between the '-ly' adverb and the predicator excludes the adverbial interpretation and only the predicative interpretation is possible. According to the type of subject-relatedness, it can be either an extrinsic (as a result of incompatibility) or an intrinsic property of '-ly' adverbs (by definition) that has passed unnoticed or has been denied. 8 Its implications have not been explored much in either case (for a review, cf. Díaz-Negrillo 2014). Subject-related adverbs have been described to occur at clause level, as in (3) and (4), and at phrase level, the latter also in cases where an interpretation as compounds is not possible: The subject-related '-ly' adverbs that occur at clause level differ from those that occur at phrase level in that the former behave exactly as predicative elements of the type subject complement, except that they retain the mobility and optionality that is typical of adverbials instead of the fixed position and obligatoriness of subject complements. In this sense, they are not always in the same relation as the minimal pair nice/nicely with verbs that admit an intransitive and a copulative interpretation, like smell, noted by Lyons (1966 , cited in Payne et al. 2010 and may thus combine with other than stance verbs (cf. (3), (4), (22), (24), where the '-ly' word is mobile and/or optional, unlike nicely in She smells nicely; for this contrast, cf. the description of complex intransitive constructions in Matthews 1980) .
In both cases, at phrase and at clause level, their reference is exclusively one of predication. Compared with subject-oriented adverbs, subject-related adverbs therefore arrange themselves at a different point of the categorial space between adjective and adverbs: as there is no adverbial function, subject-relatedness pushes these '-ly' words into the category adjective and away from the category adverb within the categorial space shared by adjectives and adverbs. From that point of view, it can be claimed that their function is exclusively within the functional potential of the adjective, not within that of the adverb. Subjectrelated words are thus adverbs only form the point of view of the form (Díaz-Negrillo 2014) and, to a lesser degree, of their mobility and optionality. When subject-relatedness is a lexical effect, the '-ly' words are closer to subjectoriented '-ly' adverbs, because they may have access to orientation (i.e. to the function adverbial too) given the appropriate lexical combination and semantic compatibility. When subject-relatedness is an inherent condition, the '-ly' words are farthest from subject-oriented '-ly' adverbs, because orientation is not possible, i.e. access to the function adverbial is not possible. All are hybrids with different degrees of proximity to central adverbs and to central adjectives.
Leaving aside the diachronic component, these subject-related words are morphologically, syntactically and semantically different from '-ly' adjectives of the type described in point i) of section 1: morphologically, because, unlike '-ly' adjectives of the type described in i), subject-related words systematically have an adjectival base without '-ly'; syntactically, because they express a predication at a secondary clause level, and therefore retain adverbial mobility and optionality even if they do not express a circumstance of time, manner or reason of the predication (however, they cannot express predication at a primary clause level, i.e. in direct combination with a copulative verb); and semantically, because their adjectival bases must belong either to a semantically compatible class with the nominal head to which they refer as a result of a lexical effect, or to a class semantically incompatible with any predicator. Their similarities are unimportant as regards their endings, but not as regards their ability to perform a predicative function and their common categorial meaning. The position of subject-oriented and subject-related words in the gradient between predicative and adverbial is represented in Figure 3 . Figure 3 . A representation of the gradient between predicative and adverbial in English '-ly' adverbs with indication of the main properties of subject and object adjuncts and subject-oriented and subject-related '-ly' words, based on Givón's (1993) representation of spaces between categories 4. Subject-relatedness and word-classes
Unlike subject-oriented '-ly', subject-related '-ly' is a strong case for word-class overlap or word-class hybridism or indeterminacy. The morphology of these words bears the typically adverbial suffix that has been attached to a systematically available unmarked adjectival base, but their syntactic function is predicative and their categorial meaning is more compatible with the word-class adjective than with the word-class adverb, i.e. as the expression of a state, quality or property rather than as the expression of a circumstance of a predication or a degree of a quality.
9 If this is accepted, then subject-related words become particularly attractive as regards syntactic functions, word-classes, and the association between both, because subject-related words lend themselves to at least two different interpretations. The first interpretation is that they are adverbs, for their distinct morphology and, less evidently, for displaying certain properties of adverbials, specifically mobility and optionality (even if these properties are not present in all types of adverbials nor to the same degree; consider, e.g. the position and occurrence of obligatory adverbials). Whether subject-relatedness is an extrinsic lexical effect or an intrinsic property of a lexical subclass, the function is predicative and the categorial meaning fits better in the prototype of adjectives than in the prototype of adverbs. Recategorization as adjectives is not justified when subject-relatedness is an extrinsic property. By contrast, when it is an intrinsic property of a lexical subclass, if this lexical subclass is retained within the category adverb, then predicative function becomes one of the possible functions of adverbs. In either case, these units point at a common area where adjectives and adverbs are formally and/or syntactically closer than in the traditional correspondence between syntactic categories and word-classes or, in other words, adjectives, a lexical subclass of '-ly' adverbs, and a larger group of '-ly' adverbs in certain combinations all have access to the same syntactic functions (predication, premodification of nominal heads). This interpretation brings in additional arguments for the view of adjectives and adverbs as one word-class, but raises the question of why members of the single category use one and the same inflectional '-ly' for different functions: predicative and adverbial.
The alternative is to consider subject-related '-ly' words not to be adverbs. In this case, they would be categorized as adjectives on the grounds of their syntactic and semantic predicative properties, and despite their apparently adverbial morphology, optionality and mobility. This interpretation is particularly attractive in frameworks where morphology is less important than syntactic function for the definition of word-classes. This interpretation raises the question of the relation or the categorization of '-ly' words when they are subject-related and when they are not. The multiple word-class membership in this case is not attributable to any of the origins invoked for (i) and (ii) in section 2.
The occurrence of the morpheme '-ly' where subject-relatedness is an intrinsic property, i.e. where it is not a lexical effect caused by semantic incompatibility, ultimately questions that these units have ever been adverbs. In these cases, the suffix only marks certain positional mobility and/or optionality. These cases probably develop analogically on the basis of the rest of cases of subject-relatedness and on the cases of subject-orientation too, but this is admittedly a speculative statement. More important, whether as an extrinsic or as an intrinsic property, subject-relatedness entails word-class contrast with formal identity and thus responds to the conditions inherent only in one morphological operation: conversion. The pertinence of this concept for this type of examples is discussed in the next section.
Subject-relatedness and conversion
It has been argued that, when formal and functional properties follow semantic change, there is a strong argument for new word-formation. By contrast, when either the form does not follow semantic change, or the function can be realized by a range of categories, including the original category of the word in question (so there is no word-class change in principle), the interpretation of a new category is open to discussion.
In subject-relatedness, form does not follow functional and semantic properties. When subject-relatedness is an extrinsic property (a lexical effect in a syntactic structure), the functional and semantic properties depend on a given lexico-syntactic configuration that the word may not always take. This is a similar situation to the one whereby adjectives appear as heads of noun phrases: they retain morphological properties of adjectives but syntactically appear to perform a nominal function. This is a cross-linguistically frequent structure that has been interpreted as a strong argument for word-class underspecification, especially for some units as described in Farrell (2001) .
10 So these heads of NPs have been described as partial conversion, because they retain morphological properties of the base and do not take the full morphological properties of the 10 While word-class underspecification is indeed a coherent and successful description of these cases, it has been questioned where other word-classes are involved and the semantic dependence is clear, as in certain other adjective/noun pairs where one is the base and the other the derivative (e.g. allegedly end word-class. These two points refer mainly to the inflectional potential of these units, specifically to the lack of plural inflection, when it exists. The description of the profile of apparently adjectival heads of NPs is important precisely because they have been described as partial conversion. A more precise description than partial conversion and one that is generally preferred today is 'syntactic' instead of 'lexical conversion', although the contrast is in some frameworks only terminological, because the latter has often been felt to exist behind the former (cf., among others, Adams 1973: 19) .
The literature has considered traditionally two main cases of the so-called partial conversion: nominal premodification of nominal heads, and adjectival heads of NPs (cf. Marchand 1969: 360-361 for a review). Of these, only the latter are accepted as cases of word-class indeterminacy and described as syntactic conversion today. A similar case could be made of Quirk et al.'s (1985) prepositional adverbs, except that these are not cited in the literature of syntactic conversion as often. The term 'syntactic conversion' successfully encapsulates the presumably syntactic origins of these structures, 11 their lack of lexical change and their display of properties that are compatible with two word-classes at the same time: adjectives as regards their morphology and nouns as regards their syntax. Syntactic conversion has been described as more productive, semantically less predictable, and with less potential for inflection and lexicalization than lexical conversion, among other things (for a review, cf. Neef 1999; cf. also Anward 2001: 731-732) . The term is also important, because it separates a word-formation process as conversion from what many descriptions consider an operation that allows words to take on syntactic properties of a different wordclass without implying that their word-class membership has changed, i.e. the unit partially or syntactically converted displays properties of two categories at the same time (cf. Sweet 1891 , I: 39 or Tournier 1985 . Comparatively few of these cases become lexicalized as members of the new word-class. In this sense, the term 'syntactic conversion' also provides a relation for units that arrange themselves in the categorial space between two word-classes. Finally, the term 'syntactic conversion' underlines the fact that this is different from the usual concept of conversion (lexical conversion): when these adjectives as nominal heads do not show any of the above morphological constraints and lexical change occurs, they are described as complete, full or just conversion:
Most of the descriptions of this structure allude to ellipsis of a nominal head (cf. Biese 1941: 334 et passim; Tournier 1985: 175-177; Müller et al. to appear) . However, there is no unanimity on this point (cf. Bauer et al. 2013 for a different view).
(18) About a third said unequivocally that they would not support the repeal, and even the doubtfuls expressed their opinions in such a way as to leave no doubt about the strength of their reservations. (19) The government of Mr Beregovoy is still discernibly the government of Mr Mitterrand and many of the old faithfuls are still in place.
In complete conversion, meaning change is an important requirement and, unlike inflection, it extends the answer to the question of what it means to belong to a lexical class, as in Bauer (2005; cf. also Rauh 2010: 209 et passim, 323 et passim) , from the morphological to the lexical. Thus, when subjectrelatedness is an extrinsic property, it is questionable that a new word has been formed, because a set of lexico-syntactic conditions are needed for subjectrelatedness to exist and these conditions are not intrinsic to the '-ly' word. This is a similar situation to the one in adjectival heads of NPs, and still the latter have been described as syntactic conversion. It is questionable that a new word has been formed in extrinsic subject-relatedness. If it were, then the next question is: as a result of what. By the same token as with adjectival heads of NPs, the answer would be some type of conversion, and here it is important to note that, if so, then conversion here overruns the constraint of morphological markedness for a given word-class (cf. Neef 1998). It is also important to note that, at the lexical level, both subject-relatedness as an extrinsic condition and adjectival heads of NPs take on a different categorial meaning than when they are not subject-related and when they are not nominal heads, respectively. By contrast, when subject-relatedness is an intrinsic property, i.e. it does not require any set of lexical or syntactic conditions, the word in question always displays the same syntactic and semantic properties, and those properties are closer to those of the category adjective than to those of the category adverb from the point of view of syntax and meaning. Subject-relatedness arranges itself at different points of the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs when it is extrinsic and when it is intrinsic. In both cases, i.e. as an intrinsic and as an extrinsic condition, subject-related words appear to have converted fully or partially to the category adjective, and in this sense they display an arrangement of conditions that fit in conversion and that fully respond to what Dokulil (1968: 215) anticipated when he placed conversion at the crossroads of morphology, syntax and, in this particular case, most importantly, lexical semantics.
The above interpretations of subject-relatedness as an instance of one or the other word-class are not without reason. Whichever is favoured, it will distort facts at least partly by ignoring either the adverbial (morphologically '-ly'-marked, some degree of mobility and optionality) or the adjectival dimension (syntactic predicative function, categorial meaning as in central adjectives) of subject-related '-ly' words. Categorial spaces or categorial squishes have been criticized for the lack of an explanation of the reasons why certain (sub-)categories display their specific properties, for the lack of the formalization of the position of these (sub-)categories in the categorial space, for the disregard of contextual information and for the questionable robustness of the evidence on which the (sub-)categories are based (Newmeyer 1998 ). This description discusses which those points are and as a result of which processes as regards the contrast between the syntactic categories predicative vs. adverbial.
Conclusion
It has been claimed that '[i]f the word-classes involved do not differ inflectionally and the only difference is in their syntax and in their meaning, there is no argument to distinguish the two cases' (Valera 2014) . This statement on the separation of certain adjectives and nouns or on the separation of adjectives and adverbs in English overlooks the evidence provided by subject-related '-ly' words. Subject-related '-ly' words can be distinguished from plain adverbial '-ly' words by their syntactico-semantic relations, also regardless of any historical processes. This paper therefore reviews the categorial space between '-ly' adjectives and adverbs as predicatives and adverbials, and the (sub-)categories that arrange themselves along the categorial space in between. Subject-oriented '-ly' words and subject-related '-ly' words arrange themselves in the categorial space or in the interface between adjectives and adverbs. They do at different points of proximity to the prototype of adjective or the prototype of adverb according to whether subject-relatedness is an intrinsic property or a lexical effect. Subject-related words by their intrinsic properties are in the categorial space between adjectives and adverbs as a result of the mismatch between form and function, and are therefore closest to the '-ly' adjectives whose suffix is not an adverbial mark (an inflectional mark in other frameworks), even if they may have been formed on the analogy of the '-ly' adverbs that may become subjectrelated as a result of a lexical effect, or that become subject-oriented. Subjectrelated '-ly' words by their intrinsic properties can also be considered to take on adjectival function partly as a result of the semantic incompatibility and partly as the result of a syntactic structure, and are therefore closer to syntactic conversion than any of the other groups discussed here. Subject-related words by a lexical effect are similar to examples of syntactic conversion as regards their considerable meaning predictability (dictated by the adjectival base) and low lexicalization. In sum, subject-relatedness is relevant for a number of reasons that have remained unexplored in the syntactic literature but also because they add a substantially different type of structure to the ones that are described in the morphological literature as syntactic conversion.
